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STATEWElT OF CLAIM: "Claim of the General Committee of the Rrotherhood
of Railroad Si.@almen on the Missouri Pacific Rail-

roadCompauy:

On behalf of Signal Foreman ii. L. Martin, Jr. aud Signalman
G.J.Rraun, assigned to SignalGaug1065,headquartered at3OOlChouteau,
St. Louis, Missouri for eight dsys' pay at the time and one-half rate,
account Carrier allowed aud/or permitted signal officials who were mt
covered by the current Signalmen's Agreement to perform si~nalmen's  work

.covereduuder  ScopeRule of that agreement. This violation occumed on
the folkwing dates October 4, 5, 6, 7, IL, 12, 13 and 14, 1976, on the
Illinois Division, Chester Sub-division between ICG crossing and F'ults,
IllillOiS.”

J!-Carrier file: 225-72g

OPIRIOR OF BOARD: !Che Claimants assert that certain of Carrier's
officers performed sigual work on ei@t days in

October of 1976, in violation of the Scope Rule which controls the work
J-i

performance between the parties.

The Euployes insist that the work in question consisted of
ruonlng new undergvund aud overhead cables, changinS old wires to
complete circuit chanSes, rewval aud addition of various signal devices,
such as r-6, rectifiers, termiuals and arresters, etc.

The Carrier eo&tended,onthe property, that the officials in
question (who were at the site) merely performed certain testing of
cables aud housings in order to determine whether proper connections had
beenmade for a cutover to a new CTC Signal. Carrier denies that the
officials perfomed auy duties which deprived Claimants of signal work
covered by the agreement.

There is, obviously, a factual dispute contained inthis Y
docket. 'We are of the view that the Claimants have failed to submit
sufficient proof to warrant our conclusion that the Esnployes have

;'
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satisfied their burden of proving a vio1at,tion  - or that Supervisors
: performed  nork reserved exclusively t0 er@oyes under the scope of tie

z-, :. agreement. Under those circumstances, weham no alternativebutt
~~rT\,disstias the claimbaseduponthe  OrgMisatbl's inability to pees&

~definitivep~~of.!
\

FI!VDlXGS: The Third Dltision of the AdjuS*nt Board, upon the whole
recordudallthe  evidence, fbds andholds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

That the Carrier and the Employes involved inthis diqmte
cae~~~ierandBaplcrgeswithinthemean~oftheRailwqy
Lebrbct, as approvedJune 22,X934;

That this Divisionof theAdjustment Bocudhaa jurisdiction
overthedispute  imolvedherein;and

That theAgreementwas  abtviolated.
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claim dismissed.

lvATIoE4LRAILRa4DADJlJs~BoARu
By Order of%'hirdDlvision

Dated at Chicago, IlUnoie, this 17th dayof September1979.


